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A FARTHER 


DEFENCE 


OF THE 


PLain AccounrT, &c. 
OF THE 


SACRAMENT. 


I. will be proper, before I conſider the 


objections which the author of the Remarks 

on the Plain Account of the Sacrament has 
ofter'd in his ſecond Letter, to examine the an- 
ſwers he has given to the Defence I have 
already made of it; as he profeſſes this Letter 
to be occaſion'd by that Defence, What he 
has not reply'd to at all, I have reaſon to 
conclude he acknowledges ; fince he had de- 


clar'd in his firſt Remarks, that he thought 
all the objections there, were of like impor- 


tance with that which he ſtill perſiſts in: A 
concluſion the more juſt, as he has not thought 
2 to paſs them over in equal ſilence; 

ut ſpends half his letter in repeating one of 
them, at the ſame time that he drops the other 
three, without ſo much as ſeeming to remember 


that he had ever made them. 
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The objection which he ſti]! perſiſts in is. To 
the notion of WORTHY RECEIVING, 
which tbe author of the Plain Account confines 
to a ſerious behaviour, and an actual re- 
membrance of Chriſt AT the time; without 
any formal preparation peculiarly requiſite 
to this, above the other ſervices of the chri- 
ſtian religion.? 

| The new objections which the Remarker has 
propos'd, are, to the author's notion about 

7 conſecration of the elements ; and his interpreta- 
tion of the word 3vxoynoas.—To his account 
of the behaviour of the Corinthians AT the 
time of celebrating the euchariſt — and to his 
explanation of a paſſage or two of ſcripture, 
After which he attempts to ſhew that the doc- 
trine of original ſin is contain'd in the Lord's 
Prayer, and in ſeveral of the collects of our 
church. 

This is the beſt order I can range his letter : 
into; and I ſhall proceed to conſider it accord- 
ingly. | | 

He begins with a complaint of the ill effects 
the Plain Account has already had; and particu- 
larly on myſelf, who have undertaken to de- 

« {end it in the worſt ſenſe, in two points, 
* namely, the qualifications of a worthy re- 
« ceiverz and the preparation that is at all 
times fitting, and in molt caſes neceſſary, to- 
© wards a worthy receiving.“ That I have 
underſtood The Plain Account in what he 
calls the worſt ſenſe,” I acknowledge: But I 
muſt tell him, he has not yet faid any thing 
to convince me it is a bad ſenſe, or to deter me 


from perliſting to defend it in the ſame ſenſe. 
_—_ 


x 
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He may remember I have eſpous'd the opinion, 
that the doctrine of the ſacrament is to be deriv'd. 
as that of all poſitive inſtitutions is, only from 
the ſcripture. I ſhall therefore examine the paſ- 
ſages he has produc'd, and ſee if they are to his 
purpoſe. If they appear to be ſo, I ſhall retract 
my error: Otherwiſe he muſt not take it amiſs 
if I think him ta be in one. 

To ſhew that ſinners are to be excluded from 
the communion (which is the queſtion in debate) 
he brings 1 Cor. v. 11. But now ] have written 
unto you not to keep company; if any man that ts 
cail'd a brother be a fornicator, or covetous, or 
an idolater, or à railer, or a drunkard, or an ex- 
tortioner, with ſuch a one no not to eat. This, 
he takes for granted, refers to the communion, 
without ſaying one word to prove that 1t does, 

hereas it amounts fo nothing more, than an 
exhortation not to diſgrace their profeſſion, by 
an intimacy with ſuch ſcandalous perſons. Not 
do eat does not mean not to partake of the 
Lord's Supper, with them, provided they came 
with a ſerious frame of mind and on purpoſe 
to remember Chriſt ;* but not to treat them 
with familiarity. A precept worthy of all good 
moraliſts; - and particularly proper in their cir- 
cumſtances, when ſuch familiarities were likely 
to bring to diſhonour upon their religion, and to 
prejudice them in the eyes of ſober and virtuous 
heathens, 

This is a plain, and eaſy interpretation. 
Whereas if we take it in the Remarker”s ſenſe, 
it muſt be interpreted thus: Don't aſſociate with 
ſuch, no zot ſo much (] as at the moſt ſolemn 
ordinances of your religion. To ſtrengthen the 
precept, the things they were not /o much m_ 
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do with them ſhould be the common, and ordina- 
ry things they did with every body; not thoſe ſo- 
lemn ones that were peculiar to religious perſons : 
For thoſe, if the Remarker*s notions be right, 
they needed no particular exhortation to exclude 
_ them from. 

That the interpretation I have given is the true 
one appears from the whole context: In which 
St. Paul explains a precept he had formerly given 
them, but which he found he had worded too 
generally, *Twas in @ former epiſtle, now loſt, 
not to company with fornicators*, This, it ſhould 
ſeem, had led them into too great a reſerve to- 
wards the heathens, among whom, that and 
other vices were more generally practis'd. There- 
fore as this reſerve might take away all oppor- 
tunities of converting them to the chriſtian profeſ- 
ſion, he now tells them, they were not, from 
thar precept, to underſtand as if he would have 
them altogether to refrain from keeping com- 
pany with the fornicators, &c. of this world, 
for then inuſt they needs go out of the world, 
and have no opportunity of converting it. But 
now he had written unto them, to explain that 
precept, and tell them he only meant that, 
if any man who was call'd A BROTHER Was 4 
fornicator, &c. with ſuch a one no not to con- 
verſe. If this be explaining a former precept 
(as it evidently is) it cannot mean that they 
ſhould not go to the communion with them : 
For then they muſt have underitood his former 
epiſtle to have faid they mult not go to the 
communion with heathen fornicators : Which 
is too abſurd to ſuppoſe either he could mean, 
or they could believe him to mean. 


His 


® 2. Cor. v. 9. 
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His next argument is not grounded on any 
expreſs paſſage of ſcripture ; but is only an in- 
ference he draws from St. Paul's denunciation 
againſt unworthy receivers. The inference, and 
the argument, are occaſion'd by the following 
paſſage in the Plain Account. * The Corinthian 
© finners, whoſe guilt lay in their unchriſtian 
behaviour AT this very rite, were not forbid 
* to come; or at all diſcourag'd by St. Paul 
from coming to it again. On the contrary, 

it was ſuppos'd ſtill to be their duty, and 
they were requir*d to come to it in a ſerious 
and chriſtian manner ; but without the leaft 
encouragement to them, from hence to hope 
for God's favour without their amendment.” 
This paſſage the Remarker ſays, © he muſt 
* frankly own he did not underſtand when he 
wrote the Remarks *.* And indeed it is very 
probable that if he had underſtood it, he would 
have been aſhamed to labour ſo hard to recon- 
cile what has really no appearance of diſagree- 
ment, I will therefore explain itz or rather 
paraphraſe it in other words ; for as he himſelf 


* 


% @ -S | 


fays, he has indeed puzzled on 1n the dark 


* thro many pages“ about it. The Corin- 
thians, who profeſs'd themſelves chriſtians tho? 
they were ſinners, and among other fins par- 
ticularly guilty of a very immoral behaviour 
even at one of their religious ceremonies, the 
celebration of the Lord's Supper ; were not, 
however, in general, excluded from being pre- 
ſent, and making a profeſſion of their chriſti- 
anity, at this ceremony; or in the leaſt diſ- 
courag*d by St. Paul from coming to it again, 
on account of their ill behaviour at it _— 

n 


o Second Letter, p. 7. 5. p. 14. 
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On the contrary he ſuppoſes that they knew 
*twas an indiſpenſible duty of their profeſſion, 
which they ought, by no means, nor upon any 
pretence, to neglect, But as the manner they 
had perform'd it in was ſcandalous, they muſt 
correct that manner, and do it more ſeriouſly, 
and fuitably to the nature of their religion. 
But however, tho? they ſhould correct them- 
« felves in this inſtance, they muſt not think, 
© ever ſo ſerious and chriſtian a behaviour ar 
the Lord's Supper would attone for other ſins. 
They muſt amend in every reſpect in which 
they were ſinners; for the performance of 
one duty well, would not reinſtate them into 
© the favour of God, without univerſal amend- 
1 

It is not improbable theſe Corinthians might 
imagine, that the performance of this duty, 
how badly ſovever, would attone for other 
fins. How many ſuperſtitious people do we ſee 
now, coine with that view? The notion many 
have advanc'd in books of devotion, of peoples 
having their pardon feaPd there, and afterwards 
thanking God for it in the prayers they are 
directed to uſe; has too great a tendency to 
promote this ſuperſtition. * My tranſgreſſions 

+ © which are many, are blotted out; and I am 
7 © reſtor'd from fin and death to the joyful 
' © hopes of a bleſſed immortality.” For the 
fake of fuch perſons, theſe kinds of expreſſions 

are ſcatter'd up and down in the Plain Account. 
Whoever will read the 83d, 84th, and 8 th 
pages together, will be at no loſs to allow the 
meaning I have put upon the above paſſage; 

and thoſe who have a more formidable notion 


of fuperſtition than the Remarker acknowledges 
| be 


| 
| 
| 
| 


Lo 
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de has (and which I ſhall take notice of in its 
lace) will think it a very juſt, and a very 
Kind admonition to ſuch deluded perſons. 
The Remarker thinks it cannot be the D U- 
TY of finners to come to this ordinance; in 
oppoſition to what is advanc'd in the Plain 
Account, that it is the UNIVERSAL duty 
of all who profeſs themſelves chriſtians, be 
their lives ſtrictly conformable to that pro- 
feſſion or not. And this miltake he ſeems to 
have fallen into for want of making a diſtincti- 
on or two, which, I believe, would clear his way. 
I will firſt propoſe them; and then conlider 
the inference he draws from St. Paul's denun- 
ciation againſt uaworthy receivers. 
Ic is plain, as I have ſaid in my former De- 
fence, but to which he has not thought pro- 
er to make any reply, that tho' a man's be- 
— may, upon the whole of his life, be fo 
bad as to give him the denomination of a wicked 
man, yet he may do ſome things that mutt 
be accounted good, both with regard to their 
intrinſick nature, and to his intentions too. 
have mentioned in the Defence, p. 14. the caſe 
ol an immoral man's being allow'd to take an 
bath in a court of juſtice. Let me aſk further, 
whether liberalicy is not good, tho' in a man 
whoſe character may be bad upon the whole; 
who may be a drunkard and profane? Does 
any act of juſtice become leſs fo, becauſe in 
other reſpects the man who docs it is unjuſt, 
or uncharitable ? If they are not good on that 
account, it will follow that there is no ſuch 
thing, as good, or evil, in itſelf: Nor can any 
good be done at all by any man, becauſe no 


man is perfecc, 
B T here 
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There is a ſtory in the goſpels exactly in poinꝭ 
*Tis of a Man who tho' he was very earneſt 
with our Saviour to know what he ſhould do 
that he might inherit eternal life; yet having great 
foſſeſſions, could not agree to the condition our 
Saviour requir'd of him, which was fo fel 
whatſoever he had, and give to the poor and 
take up his croſs and follow him. From hence 
tis plain, he was a man of a vitious mind; o- 
therwiſe he would never have, deliberately, for- 
feited eternal life, for the ſake of ſuch paltry 
enjoy ments; and for want of fo generous an 
action, which, to a good mind, would have 
carried its own reward along with it, Not- 
withſtanding which, he is at the ſame time ex- 
preſly ſaid to have had ſuch other good quali- 
ties, that our Saviour, who knew the hearts of 
nen, and therefore muſt before hand know his 
determination, loved him on their account *, 
So that there 1s a great difference between a 
man's doing a good action, and being a good 
man; becauſe he does not practiſe ſo much 
good as is ſufficient to form a whole character; 
or elſe becauſe he may practiſe it from ſuch 
motives, as may at the ſame time render him 
bad. And this latter ſeems to be the caſe, 
when e prayer of the wicked is ſaid to be an 
abomination to the Lord; becauſe men of vitious 
and immoral tives, as the author of the Plain 
- +» Account has very juſtly obſerv'd, generally 
pray with bad intentions; deſiring to be for- 
given without amendment; or elſe, hoping 
thereby to atone for their wickednels. Both 
which are undoubtedly abominable. But ſure 


it cannot be thought impoſſible for a man 
| | whoſe 


Mar. X. i”, &;. 
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whoſe character is upon the whole vitious, ta 
pray, on particular occaſions, with a very ſerious 


| ſenſe of his dependence on the governor of 


the world 3 and with a real remorſe for his 
wickednels, tho* he may afterwards relapſe into 
it a-freſh*. In our Saviour's parable of the 
Phariſee and the Publican®; there is not the 
leaſt intimation of the Publican's being a 
reform'd ſinner. On the contrary, his f lift- 
ing up ſo much as his eyes unto heaven, aroſe from 
mere guilt: And yet he was, at that inſtant, 
ſo ſtruck with remorſe for it, and pray'd fo 
ſeriouſly for mercy, that he went down to his 
houſe juſtify'd, ſays our Saviour, without telling 
us whether his future life correſponded to thoſe 
diſpoſitions, rather than the Phariſee; who was 
very icrupulous about faſting, and paying tithes, 
and all poſitive rites of his religion; and is 
not repreſented as being, in other reſpects, a 
bad man. If he had; the parable would nei- 
ther appear ſo beautiful, nor fo juſt. 
When Solomon lays, the ſacrifice of the wicked 
ir abomination, bow much more toben he brings 
*t with a wicked mind, it does not ſeem to 
mean, as the Remarker underſtands him, that 
God rejects it at al) times with abhorrence,? 
whatever the diſpoſition of his mind be, but 
* much more fo when he is wickedly diipoſed 
* at the very time*©;* for I have already ſhewn, 
both from reaſon and ſcripture, that this can- 
not be true. But it means, that ſuch generally 
ſacrifice with views ſo bad, as I have ſaid be- 
fore, as to render their ſacrifices abominable z 
B 2 bur 


Fr the 3eft Explication of thts Matter, fee Plain Account, 
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but at SOME times they do it with ſuck 
monſtrouſly wicked deſigns as expoſe them to 
peculiar indignation : As the hypocrites our Sa- 
viour ſpeaks of, who perform'd the offices of 
religion with no other view than as a cloak. 
whereby to impoſe on mankind : They devour d 
widows houſes, and for a pretence made long 
prayers. Again, when he ſays, he that turneth 
away his ear from hearing the law, even his 
prayer jhall be abomination, it does not feem 
in general to include all who diſobey the law 
of God: But that judges, who are deaf to the 
petitions of people applying to them in their 
diſtreſs, and refuſe them a legal relief; ſhall, 
when they pray to God in their afflict ion, have 
their prayers, in like manner, rejected with in- 
dignation; agreeably to that general poſition 
of our Saviour's, tho* apply'd to a particular 
caſe, with what meaſure you mete, it ſhall be 
meaſur'd to you again. Let us reconcile Solo- 


non with him that was wiſer than Solomon; 


or if we canner, there is no difficulty in de- 
termining which of the two to prefer. 
This is ſuch a way of interpreting {cripture 


as renders it eaſy and intelligible, and of ge- 


neral uſe to mankind: Whereas in the manner 
the Remarker ſeems to underſtand it, its pre- 
cepts are oftentimes arbitrary, and ſeem not 
to be founded in nature, and many of them 
a ſenſible man could hardly bring himſelf to 
believe to be true. And indeed I am apt to 
tuſpect, the infidelity of the ſober deiſts is gene- 
rally owing, to having the doctrines and precepts 
or revelation explain'd to them in a manner fo 
narſh, and inconſiſtent with common ſenſe, that 
they think them unworthy of the good agd 

nicts 
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merciful judge of mankind. To ſpeak the 
truth, there is ſcarce any opinion, how abſurd 
ſoever, but ſome paſſage or other, taken in a 
ſuperficial ſenſe; and confin'd to the letter, may 
be brought to defend it. 

'Tis upon too literal an interpretation of 
ſome of theſe texts, the miſtakes of the Ne- 
marker ſeem to be founded, In explaining 
ſuch paſſages of the Old Teſtament, we ſhould 
always make allowance for the ſtrong, bold, 
figurative manner of expreſſion the eaſtern 
writers made uſe of, which will otherwiſe lead 
us into the greateſt miſtakes. I can by no 
means, — think his notion, that ſinners 
can never, at no ſeaſon, and with no temper, 
perform an acceptable ſervice of religion to 
God, is founded on the ſenſe of ſcripture. 

But whatever may become of this general rea- 
ſoning, he is of opinion that St. Paul diſcourag'd 
the Corinthians, in a particular manner, from 
coming to the communion, by telling them h. 
were guilty of the body and blood of the Lon 
and eat and drank damnation to themſelves. What 
can be call'd diſcouragement if this be not ?* 
A very great diſcouragement it undoubtedly 
is; but not from coming to it, but from behav- 
ing #xworthily at it. It to come to it be a duty 
incumbent on all profeſſors of chriſtianity (as 
undoubtedly it is) *rwas impoſſible, in the nature 
of things, that St. Paul! ſhould mean to diſcourage 
any from it; which would be as glaring a con- 
tradiction, as if he ſhould, in ſo many words, 
tell them, that it was their duty, at the ſame 
time, to do a thing, and to forbear it. But, 
ſays, the Remarker, it could not be their 
duty before they had actually amended.” How 
1 goo! 
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good ſoever their diſpotions might grow, yet 
they could not few their actual amendment 
before they came to the communion; becauſe 
the communion was both the place and time 
of ſhewing amendment, if it be true, as our 
author ſays, and the Remarker has not diſ- 
rov'd, that their guilt was there. 

That the Remarker has not diſprov'd it will 
appear from hence; that tho? they were indee 
guilty of all the vices he mentions, and per- 
haps of many more, and incurr'd the diſpleaſure 
of God on account of them ; yet thoſe were 
not the things the apoſtle was ſpeaking about, 
and therefore are not to be intruded into the 
queſtion. The Remarier makes the divifions 
the apoſtle reproves them for, to be different 
from, and prior to, their behaviour at the com- 
munion, and to be the diſpoſition they brought 
with them thither. But on the contrary, they can 
be made appear, not to be the ſame he ſpeaks 
of in the 3d chap. to which the Remarker re- 
fers; but that they were their very behaviour 
AT the communion ; that they ſprung up there, 
and ended there. 

To prove this, it will be proper to tran- 
ſcribe the whole paſſage from the 17th verſe to 
the end. Now in this that I declare unto you, I 
praiſe you not, that yon come together, not for the 
beiter, but for the worſe. For firſt of all, when 
ye come together in the church, I Hear that there 
be diviſions among yen; and I partly believe it. 
For there muſt be alſo herejies among you, that 
they which are approved, may be made manifejt 
among you, When ye come together therefore into 
one Place, this is not 40 eat the Lords Supper. 


05 
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For in eating every one taketh before off:y bis 
own ſupper: and one is hungry, and another ts 
drunken. What, have he not houſes to ent and 
to arink in? or deſpiſe ye the church of God, and 
ame them that bave not? what hall I ſay to 
you? fhall I praiſe you in this? I praiſe you not. 
For ] have received of the Lord, that which alfo 
J delivered unto you, that the Lord Feſus, the 
ſame night in which. he was betrayed, took bread: 
And when he had given thanks, be brake it, and 
ſaid, take, eat; ibis is my body, which is broken 
for you: this do in remembrance of me. After 
the ſame manner alſo he took the cup, when he 
had ſupped, ſaying, this ci is the new teſtament 
in my blood: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in 
remembrance of me. For as often as ye eat this 
bread, and drink this cup, ye do fſhew the Lords 
death till he come. Wherefore, whoſoever ſhall 
eat this bread, and drink this cup of the Lord 
unworthily, Pall be guilty of the body and blood 
of the Lord. But let a man examine bimſelſ, 
and ſo let him eat of that bread, and drink of that 
cup. For be that eateth and drinketh unworthily, 
eateth and drinketh danmation to bimſe!f, not dif- 
cerning the Lords body. For this catiſe many are 
weak and fickly among you, and many ſleep. Tor 
if we would judge ourſelves, we ſhould not be 
judged. But ohen we are judged, we are chaſt- 
ened of the Lord, that *ve ſhould not be con- 
demned with the world. Wherefore, my brethren, 
when ye come fogetber to cat, tarry one for ano- 
ther. And if any man hunger, let bim cat at 
home; that ye come not together unto condemna- 
tion. And the reſt will I jet in order when I come. 
From hence I obſerve (iſt) that the diviſions 

e now ſpeaks of were not © the heart-burnings, 
| © jeal- 
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chen, when ye come together, do not divide 
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« jedouſies, hatreds, togetuer with the other 
numerous and wicked concomitants,* as the 
Remarker calls them *, of the ſchiſms he men- 
tions chap. ili. ver. 3. becauſe he had, betore, 
given credit to the report about them, and 
accordingly reprov*d theſe that were guilty. 
Theſe were new ones, which he had lately heard 
of, and which he ſeems unwilling to believe; 
tho* he could not help partly believing it, or as 
the Remarker tranſlates it, believing it with 
regard to ſome part of them. Neither 
(2dly) were they diviſions in general ; but par- 
ticular ones, when they came together in the 
church to eat the Lord's Supper; and conſiſted 
in every one taking before the other his own ſupper, 
and one being hungry, and another drunken. The 
were the unchriſtian ſeparations,or ſchiſms,of the 
rich from the poor; whereby they who had 
houſes 7o eat and to arink in, deſpis'd the church of 
Grd, and ſham'd thoſe who had none. Thele 
are the diſorders he gives them rules by which 
to correct ; keeping them in his eye even to the 
end, concluding thus: Wherefore, my bre- 


yourſelves from your poorer brethren, byt All, 
ot every degree, tarry ont for another, and i, 
eny man hunger let him eat at home, that ye come 
not together unto condemnation. What can be 
plainer than that theſe diviſions were not rank - 
ing themſelves under particular denominations, 
ane of Paul, and another of Apollos z but di- 
viding themſelves into parties FOR RIOT 
AND EXCESS? Which was not, as the Re- 
marker ſays, * two crimes ;z* but one and ze 
fame. | 

Great 


* Second Letter, p. to. 
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Great reaſon, therefore, our author had to 
ſay that their * guilt conſiſted in their anti- 
« chriſtian behaviour AT this very rite. But 
does it from hence follow, that they were 
puilty of no other miſdemeanors? The apoſtle 
takes many opportunities to rectify them in o- 
ther places in his epiftles. And to argue as if our 
author thought they practis'd no other, becauſe 
he confines the apoſtle's reproof to that ſingle 
inſtance z is as juſt, as if a clergyman, preachin 
againſt drunkenneſs, ſhould be ſuppoſed by his 
audience to believe, that drunkenneſs was the only 
{in in the world. On the contrary, it is plainly 
imply'd in the very paſſage; where it is ſaid, 
that amendment, in this particular, would not 
render them acceptable to God without univer- 
ſal amendment. 

will not tire my readers with following the 
Remarker thro? all the grave things he has otfer'd 
on this ſubject. What I have already faid is 
inficient, and, vary'd in the ſame manner as 
te varies the ſame obſervations thro* ſo many 
rages, will anſwer them all. The great thing 
that feems to puzzle him, and which indeed 
my ealiy puzzle others who have no very 
"1Ainguiſhing heads, is, how habitual ſinners 
ay be ſaid to be ſerious cbriſtians. The reaſon 
he gives why he cannot underſtand it, is, that 
* all men muſt be rank'd under two heads, the 
* children of God, and the children of the devil.“ 
is true they muſt 3 but then this is denom:- 
Mating them from THE WHOLE of their 
characters. Now as the defects of good men, 
re nevertheleſs defects, notwithſtanding the 
men may be ſaid, upon the whole, to be good: 
50 the ſerious actions of ſinful proſeſſors of 

C chriſtia- 
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chriſtianity, are nevertheleſs ſerious, tho' they 
may be ſaid to be ſinners, on the whole; that is 
habitually, And ſoa ſinner, upon the whole, 
that is habitually; may be ſaid to be a ſerion: 
chriſtian, uoad hoc. | 

J ſhall therefore be content to leave it with 
my readers upon this iſſue that there is no e 
preſs paſſage of ſcripture againſt admitting fin- 
ners to the communion—that it cannot fair!, 
be inſerr'd from any that, on the contrary, the 
Corinthian ſinners, who behav'd very ill at it, wet: 
not excluded; but only exhorted to amend 
and that the very founder of the inſtitution gave 
it to a notorious ſinner, the worſt of all his 
diſciples, Judas J/cariot—and, laſtly, that there 
is no rule in nature and reaſon to reject them by, 
ſince the lolemn ordinances of religion are !!: 
all nations open to all, indiſcriminately, wh 
profeſs the religion of which they are a part. 

| will ſay one thing more before I proceed 
to the ſecond part of this objection. Tis in- 
deed no argument in itſelt; but only ad bene 
nem; to thoie who explain the nature of thus 
inſtitution, as many do, by the nature of the 
Paſchal Supper. Let thei fay whether ever 
any of the 77s were exc luded from that rit. 
of their religion, on any account, but merely 
ſuch bodily diſorders or impurities as would po! 
lute the reit; in the ſame manner as we now 
ſhun a man with the {mall-pox, or any oth: 
infectious diftemper, | 

The fecond part of the Remarker's objeftion MI 
which does not ſeem to be yet ſufficiently clear't Wl : 
„ to him is, that formal preparation is not pc 
culiarly neceſtary to this above the other ſervice 1 
of the chriſtian religion. On the other hand, h- I 


i ot Oþp1 nion that tormal Pre pa, ation is © at ai) 4 
time 4 


N 
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© times fitting, and in | many caſes neceſſary to 
© a worthy receiving ;* but does not attempt 
to ſhew (what he ſhou!d have done, becauſe 'tis 
the hinge on which the whole debate turns) why 
to this MORE THAN TO ANY OTHER. 
He is very ſevere in his cenfures of me for what 
have ſaid about it, determining of me, that 
my mind could not be affected with an au- 
ful reverence for the death of Chriſt ** at the 
time I wrote it—l both pity, and forgive, the 
preſumptuous prying into the ſecrets of my 
heart; deſiring he would leave them to God 
alone, whoſe judgment, in that particular, I have 
no need to fear. 

The uſcfulneſs of preparation is what net- 
ther the author of the Plain Account, nor my- 
felt in my Defence of it, have deny'd. On 
the contrary 1 have expreſly ſaid, Our au- 
* thor does not deny preparation to be uſeful 
* to the performance of this part of religion; 
but only denies it to be peculiarly neceſſary. 
to this above the reſt*.” And if he had 
00k*d into my letters after they were revis'd, 
and put into a pamphlet; he would have 
ound I had guarded againſt his objection in 
the very palſlage ke has quoted; leſt weak 
readers ſhould either be ottended, or miſtake 
me. Judicious ones would have underſtood 
me by the paſſage [ have juſt tranſcrib'd; but 
we have ſeen before, it is not the Remarker's 
talent to keep the connection of many pages 
Mn view, Even as he has it, I could not have 
tulpected any one would have believ'd I con- 
demn'd the thing itſelf; but only the abuſing 
T into ſaperſticion. 7 his I muſt ſtil] acknow- 


:dge, I think it to be a very great crime. 
C2 The 
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The Remarker is of a different mind, and 
cannot poſſibly ſee of what ſervice it is to 
c attack ſuperſtition in general *.* But ſurely 
if ſuperſtition has a mixture of vice in it, as 
well as ignorance, if it tends to ſubſtitute the 
loweſt and leaſt parts of religion, nay often- 
times trifles that have not the leaſt connecti- 
on with religion, in the room of ſubſtantial 
virtue and goodneſs ; it is of a very miſchie- 
vous nature; and 'tis cruelty to the fouls of 
men, not to do our utmoſt ta root it out. It 
the greateſt, and worſt, ſuperſtitions that ever 
were in the world, have aroſe from the rules 
which ſome have laid down for the increale of 
devotion.in the hearts of their diſciples; ex- 
perience of this ſhould leſſen our regard to 
ſuch rules; · and men of ſenſe ſhould by no 
means ſet the vulgar the hurtful example of con- 
forming to them, | 

I have no objection to perſons retiring into 
their cloſets for meditation at any time; and 
would be very far from attempting to deſtroy 
the good effects of it, on the minds of thole 
who find it of real advantage to do ſo before 
the communion : And I believe my readers will 
not think it an inſtance either of very great 
underſtanding, or ſuperior piety, in the Re- 
marker to charge me with it. But I have very 
great objections to laying it down for an uni- 
verſal rule, as he had done, that the bene- 
fits reſulting from the ſacrament cannot 0ther- 
* 4oiſe ariſe from it». This, I think, tends to 
leſſen the HABIT of piety and devotion, 
which every good chriſtian ſhould take all 
the pains he can to acquire. And ſure the 


Remarker, who reads others ſo critically, and 
decides 


'® Second Letter, p. 30. Rem. p. 20. 21. 
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decides ſo judiciouſly about the inaccuracies of 
their ſtile, will not call that a Habit, which 
is merely occaſional ; and even then wants both 
labour, and aſſiſtance, to be excited. | 
Tho' he has explain'd himſelf, as every man 
has a right to do 3 and in his Second Letter 
ſays, this preparation is * at all times fitting, 
and in many caſes neceſſary; yet he him- 


ſelf ſeems a great inſtance of the miſchievous 


effects of paying a regard to ſuch books of 
devotion, as are, generally uſed upon ſuch oc- 
caſions. He puts them upon a level with the 
Bible; and ſeverely cenſures others for not 
having the ſame value for them. I had been 


ſpeaking of the ſuperſtitious notions many have 


of the methods of preparation, to which © they 
were advis'd by weak books of devotion ; * 
and the Kemarker makes the following reply. 
* Some people think it ſuperſtition to read the 
Bible, or to give credit to any thing that 
is there related. This writer calls a perſon's 
* retiring. ro meditate. on the death and paſ- 
ſion of Chriſt, before they receive the ſacra- 
* ment, a ſuperſtitious notion. I ſuppoſe, had 
he heard either of the two foregoing things 
* aſſerted concerning the Bible, he would not 
have ſcrupled to accuſe thoſe ſayings as pro- 


© fane. For my part, T think this laſt aſſertion not 


* leſs profane“. It this be the conſequence of read- 
ing ſuch books; it it be thought no leſs pro- 
fane to differ from them, than to diſbelieve the 
Bible; tis a thouſand pities but they were all 
deſtroy'd! | 

] believe there. is no one but will perceive 
how groſly the Remarker has miſrepreſented me 
in this paſſage. Have I calPd © the retiring, Sc. 
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a ſuperſtitious NOTION +»? The thing itſelf, 
as on the one hand I do not think neceſſary ; 
ſo on the other, I do not condemn. But when 
men have ſuch ſuperſtitious notions of it, that 
honeſt people, habituated to virtue and piety, 
are afraid to venture to the communion with- 
out it; that they think their diſpoſition of 
mind is not proper for the communion unleſs 
wrought up by it; and that „the benefits re- 
« ſulting from the nature of this duty cannot 
* otherwiſe ariſe from it: This I call ſuperſtiti- 
on, and a very miſchievous ſuperſtition too, 
as it gives honeſt minds fo unreaſonable a diſ- 
turbance, and leads them into a neglect of their 
duty. 

* hence the Remarker digreſſes into an 
obſervation on the different manner ſome of 
his former acquaintance us'd to ſpend the ſunday 
morning in, from what people generally do 
now: And after blaming our author for not 
compoling prayers peculiar for ſunday, ends the 
paragraph thus. But others, Sir, may with 
< more reaſon be hence induc'd to queſtion, whe- 
ther you eſteem the religious obſervation of 
the firſt day in the week, and our affem- 
bling for God's worſhip on that day, divine 
inſtitutions; as being perſuaded that if you 
will rigorouſly defend the firſt fix propoſi- 
tions of your book, together with their an- 
notations, you can never make them appear 
to be ſo*.* Upon this occaſion I have look*d 
over the ſix propoſitions he refers to, together 


f ̃ , 2 - 24A: 4 


with the annotations; and find, the Remarxer 


himſelf has been unfortunate enough, by this 
very paſſage, either to deny the divine inſtilu- 
zion of the firſt day of the week ; or * to 

107 
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ſhow that he does not. know the meaning of 
the word divine. The purport of theſe pro- 
poſicions in few words is this, + that the na- 
ture of poſitive inſtitutions is to be learn'd 
only from the ſcripture ; that our Saviour 
fully inſtructed his diſciples in them; and 
that no uninſpir'd perſon has authority to 
© teach more or leſs concerning them, than 
© he and his diſciples have done.“ From what 
the Remarker has here ſaid, it will therefore 
follow, that he muſt either believe, the obſer- 
vation of the firſt day of the week is NOT 
EXPRESLY taught by our Saviour, or his 
diſciples, in the New Teſtament 3 (for if it be, 
our author cannot from theſe propoſitions, be 
ſuppos'd unable to make it appear :)* Or 
elle he mult believe, that tho? it is not expreſly 
taught by them, it may however be DIVINE ; 
that is, it may be inſtituted by others equally 
commiſſion'd by God; for it the inſtitutors 
are not commiſſion'd by God, it cannot be a 
divine inſtitution. If the firſt be his opinion, 
* what principles can he ſuppoſe any man 
able to prove it a divine inſtitution? If the 
laſt, who are the inſpir'd perſons? What are 
the books it is inſtituted in? And is not the 
preſent canon of {ſcripture incompleat wichout 
them ? If neither can be prov'd, to what pur- 
poſe is the obſervation; but zo lay a ſnare for our 
author, iz which his own foot is deſervedly taten 
I ſhall make but one reflection more, and 
proceed to his new objections. It relates to that 
great idol of the high-church clergy, the Teſt- 
act, The Remarker was of opinion in his firſt 
Letter, that our author had © given up the moſt 
popular argument againſt ic.“ Whatever 
may 
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may be the moſt popular argument; there are 


certainly very ſtrong, and reaſonable ones, a- 


gainſt it, It 1s an abridgment of the natural 
right the members of every community have to 


ſerve it. It incapacitates them from receiving 


honours from the ſociety, as well as doing ſer- 
vice to it, without the lcaſt reaſon. It hinders 


the king from rewarding his friends, and ties 


up his hands from beſtowing his favours at his 


leaſure ; and ſo incroaches on his prerogative. 
Theſe are reaſons againſt it, in policy and com- 
mon prudence, if there were no religious ones. 
But according to the notions in the Plain Ac- 
count, it is applying a religious rite to a purpoſe, 
very. remote from religion, and which the 
founder of it never thought of; nor does it ſeem 
at all to ſerve the original end, © the remem- 
* brance of Chriſt.” But were there no reaſons, 
conſiſtent with the ſentiments of the Plain Ac- 
count ; yet, according to the Remarker, What can 


be more cruel than to compel ſinners (and tis 


impoſſible, by the Teſt- act to guard againſt what 
is in effect compelling them) ro come to the 
communion? What, compel them 10 be guil- 
ty of the body and blood of the Lord! to eat 
and drink damnation to themſelves! What, com- 
pel them to bring down the judgmeats of 
heaven on their own heads?.* Will chriſtian 
miniſters. who think it right to excommunicate 
ſome who came voluntarily to it; at the ſame 
time inſiſt on the magiſtrates compelling others, 
equally diſqualified, to come! And by their 
threatnings alone, prevent the legiſlature from 
repealing ſo cruel an act]! Do they think ſuch 
inconſiſtancies for the credit or ſervice of the 
church! Or that 'tis right to be offended if * 


A 
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ple were not to be compel'd to come to it, as 
a teſt for ſecular employments; and at the ſame 


time to exclaim fo loudly againſt encouraging 


the ſame perſons to come to it, as to the means 
of grace! 

The Remarker now begins a freſh objection; 
tis to the author's notion of conſecration of the 
elements; telling him that © tho? he has not ful- 
ly and clearly ſpoken his mind about it, I 
* have underſtood him to determine abſolutely 
* againſt it*.” The paſſage of mine he refers 
to is that, where enumerating the principal heads 
of the Plain Account, which would be tacitly 
acknowledged by thoſe who give up the book 
as impracticable to anſwer, 1 ſay, that © our 
« Saviour's bleſſing mention'd in the form of in- 
* {tirution, was not bleſſing, or conſecrating, 
che elements; bur bleſſing, or giving thanks 
to God®,* Of which the author of the Plain 
Account has ſpoken his mind as clearly as he has 
of any one thing in it. The word us'd by St. 


* Mathew and St. Mark muſt ſignify having 
© bleſſed God in the ſenſe of giving thanks or 


« praiſe to him; and not having bleſſed the 


© bread, in any other ſenſe but that of ſpeaking, * 
* over it words of praiſe and thankſgiving to 
God“ What is there in my expreſſion that 
ſhews me to underſtand more than is here de- 
clar'd in plain terms? But the Remarker dif- 


covers a very ſingular inclination to differ from 
the ſentiments of that book: To what elſe can 
we impute his offering for a reply to this, a 
notion of conſecration, againſt which there is 
not one word ſaid therein? On the other 
band, it is my opinion, that if there was ever 

any 
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any thing that may be ſaid to be dedicated, 

conſecrated, or offer'd to Almighty God; 
the bread and wine at the euchariſt are ſuch— 
are not theſe SET APART by a divine 
command for a religious purpoſe ; a uſe whol- 
ly of God's own appointment*?” I am glad 
the Remarker has ſo rational a notion of con- 
ſecration; and were there no perſons that un- 
derſtood more by it, there would be no occaſion 
to rectify their notions about it. But innume- 
rable inſtances may be produc'd of perſons 
thinking that the prieſts b/e/ing the bread and 
wine, commonly call'd conjecrating them, con- 
vey'd ſome virtue into them that otherwiſe they 
would be without. That ſuch miſtakes have 
been made, my readers will ſee in Mr, Hales's 
tra, added to my former Defence. > 

And that it was the ſame ſort of miſtakes 
that occaſion'd our author's obſervation, that the 
ble{/ng, mention'd by the evangeliſts, was not 
bleſſing he elements, but bleſſing God, is ma 
niteſt from the following paſſage. * No one, 
I ſuppoſe, will ſay that bleſſing the bread, in 
any ſenſe different from what I have now laid 
down, was any more needful, or agreeable ta 
our Saviour's delign, than doing the fame to 
the cup, which he calls his blood; or that any 
« thing was to be conveyed to the one, that wa! 
© not to the other v. So that I do not ſee any rea! 
difference in this particular between our Aul bor 
and the Remarker. X &. 

] pats on therefore to conſider what he has 
ſaid about the interpretation of the word iukey:- 
gag. He allows the meaning our author has put 
upon it; but ſays it has other meanings beſides : 
Which Iwill very readily grant; nay I will venture 
| 0 
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to ſay, he need not have given himſelf the trou- 
ble of referring to ſo many paſſages of ſcrip- 
ture, to prove that thankſgiving and prayer were 
ſo frequently join'd together by St. Paul, that 
it looks as if they were © inſeparable compani- 
ons ;“ for it will be no prejudice to our au- 
thor's interpretation; if I allow the word &Xoyaly 
itſelf ſometimes ſignifies 2% pray, without any 
other word join'd with it; or that our Saviour 
might probably, at the inſtitution of the eu- 
chariſt, pray to God, as well as bleſs him, or return 
thanks to him. It is ſufficient to our author's 
purpoſe, if the word cureynoas, whatever be the 
meaning of it, relates to God only, and not ro 
conveving any virtue into the elements. And 
the reaſon that he confines it to blef/ing, is not 
that it never ſignifies any thing elſe ; but be- 
cauſe ſome of the evangeliſts, in relating the 
very ſame action, make uſe of the word &y- 
YagjSroass which has no other ſignification 
than an expreſhon of gratitude; and many ma- 


nuſcriptis of good note read this very word in 


the ſame paſſages, | 
cannot but here obſerve the Remarker's ta- 
lent at puzzling a queſtion. In the preſent 
caſe, how many places of ſcripture has he enu- 
merated to ſhew, what I believe can never en- 
ter into any one's head to deny, that the word 
WoysTy has other ſignifications than to give 
thanks. In the precept of bleſſing our ene- 
mies; will you ſay,” adds he, it means 
* nothing more than the praiſing God that he 
in his providence has permitted theſe people 
to revile and perſecute us © ?? Is it to be ſup- 
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8d any man, not to ſay any good-natur'd 
man, ſhould think it would be acceptable to 


| God, to praiſe him for the wickedneſs of any 
of his creatures! Were chere any ſuch man, 
it would be a very ſtrong inſtance of the cor- 
ruption of his mind! By the Remarter's quo- 


tations it appears he underſtands ſomething of 
the language: To what then can we impute 
ſuch a queſtion as this? Needs he be told that 
the word cannot be apply'd to God, and to men, 
in the ſame ſenſe? And yet it is in fact apply'd 
to both, in the New Teſtament ; and a man muſt 
have very careleſly perus'd it, who has not read 
of the bleſſed God (ot ETAOTHTOZ) and 
muſt be led into a thouſand abſurdities, that 
would ſuppoſe the word had in all places but 


ONE determin'd meaning. It would be very 


unfair in an infidel that ſhould urge the abſurdi- 
ty of revelation, from its injoining it as a du- 


ty 7o bleſs God; and at the ſame time laying it 


down for a rule, without all contradifion, that th: 


teffer is bleſſed (whoyara) of the greater *: And 


I don't know which the defenders of revelation 
would be moſt ſevere upon, his learning, or 
his honeſty ; but yet the remark would be juft 

as wiſe: as this gentleman's | 
The word zu ſignifies, by its very com- 
poſition, to ſpeak good words of any kind; whe- 
ther of praiſe, or kindneſs and friendſhip. When 
we are ſaid to bleſs God, it cannot, with any pro- 
priety, be ſaid to be in the two laſt ſenſes, but 
in the former. And if we allow the ſenſe of 
praying, the idea muſt be as different when ap- 
ply'd ro God and men, as that of praying 1 
the one and for the other. In like manner, when 
we are ſaid to praiſe God, can any one believe 
it 


Hub. vii. 7. 


of the Pl Alx Account, &c. 29 
it has the ſame meaning as to praiſe or commend 


a man? TI ſhould have been aſham'd to have 


made ſo obvious a criticiſm on any other oc- 
caſion; and muſt make this apology to my 
learned readers, that it is not deſign'd for them; 
but for the Remarker, and any whom the paſ- 
ſages of ſcripture he has produc'd, may puzzle. 

He proceeds to another objection, © with re- 
* gard to this bleſſing or thankſgiving, and 
© that is, the author's excluding it from being 
any part, or at Jeaſt any eſſential part of the 
© inſtitution. Your words are theſe, p. 174. 
The eſſence of this duty ought always to be 
© conſidered as diſtinct from all expreſſions, 
« prayers or thankſgivings which are made uſe 
of before and after it. For my part I always 
© thought that when St. Luke fays, Chriſt took 
* bread, and gave thanks and broke it, and 
« ſaid to them, this is my body which is given 


for you, this do in remembrance of me; theſe 


© laſt words extended to the whole action of 
our Saviour, to his taking bread and giving 
thanks, as well as to his breaking it and giv- 
ing it to his diſciples . To this it muſt be 
anſwer'd (1ft.) that our author is not here ſpeak- 
ing of the original inſtitution, but of the peti- 
tions and than giving, us d in our PUBLICK- 
OFFICE, p. 173. He could not ſpeak of the 
petitions and thankſgivings AFTER the cele- 
bration, becauſe we read of none ſuch in the 
original inſtitution ; unleſs you will call ſinging 
a hymn, as our Saviour and his diſciples did be- 
fore they went out unto the mount of Oli ves, an el- 
ſential part of the inſtitution. But (2dly.)} if 
he had been ſpeaking of the original inſtitution, 
it would have been very juſt ; becauſe tho? all 

the 
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the relaters of the inſtitution mention our Sa- 
viour's bleſſing; yet none of them ſay he did 
in expreſs terms bid the diſciples, when they 
were in future times to keep up the remem- 
brance of him by that ceremony, 10 bleſs, 
While he was preſent he only bid them 10 take 
and eat; but if he had thought it indiſpenſibly 
neceſlary they ſhould uſe the ſame form, he 
would have bid them follow his example in it; 
and perhaps have left them a form of words to 
do it in. But principally, this appears not to 
be neceſſary from St. Paul, who after having 
related our Saviour's tranſaction, ſums up what. 
they were to underſtand of it, and to do in 
it, in the following words, For as oft as ye eat 
this bread, and drink this cup, ye do ſhew the 
Lords death till he come. If there had been any 
thing INDISPENSIBLY neceſſary, beſides eat- 
ing and drinking in remembrance of Chriſt's death, 
he would have mention'd it; eſpecially as he 
was rectifying ſuch miſtakes about it, as had led 
thoſe he writes to, into the moſt ſcandalous a- 
buſe of it. In ſuch a caſe; not to tell them every 
thing neceſſary for THEM to do, would have 
been an unpardonable overſight. 
The paſſages he quotes from Juſtin Martyr *. 
will either prove nothing material; or elſe they 
will prove too much. If they only deſcribe the 
cuſtoms of his time; not every thing neceſſary 
to be done by chriſtians at al times; they are no 
authorities whereby to prove any thing; but 
mere hiſtorical narrations. If they relate the 
indilpenſible cuſtoms of all chriſtians at all 
times, it will tollow, that we have z9w no com- 
pleat chriſtian worſhip ; nor a perfect celebrati- 
on of the communion. Our chriſtian worthip 
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is incompleat, for want of preſerving the apoſto- 
lical cuſtom, which he tells us in the words 
immediately preceding thoſe the Remarker has 
quoted, was kept up in his time, viz. when 
they had ended their prayers, ſaluting one another 
with @ kiſs, (&\MNngs Pinpaul aonaoutla.) And 
our communion is impertect, for want of mix- 
ing water with wine, as it ſeems they did from 
his calling it werngov var uv, necuar@. 
There is another objection againſt this writer's 
relating the genuine celebration, which is, 
that he does not mention the preſident's 
BREAKING the bread, but only that thoſe 
who were called deacons among them gave it to 
every one (dideaow) : And yet according to the 
Remarter's way of arguing, *tis of the eſſence . 
the ſacrament to break it; for this the three 
evangeliſts, and St. Paul, particularly mention 
our Saviour did; and all uſe the ſame word (in- 
Naas) to deſcribe it by; and *twouid be herge- 
tical either to cut it, or to give every man 2 
compleat loaf. Perhaps the Remarker will not 
allow of this reaſoning ; and yet I believe my 
readers will determine he either muſt, or muſt 
retract his own, of which it is an imitation. 
To what purpole therefore are ſuch quotations, 
but to amuſe Hlirerate readers with a ſhow of 
learning, to which they are apt to pay a ſu— 
perſtitious homage ? 

His ſecond paſſage from the ſame Juſtin 
Martyr, does not prove chat the chriſtians of 
that time wer look upon the bread and wine 
as truly ſet apart for a religious uſe, before the 
euchariſtical prayer was ſaid over it. It proves 
indeed, that they follow'd our Saviour's example 
in giving thanks to God; and did not eat the 
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bread, or drink the wine, as a common meal, but 
in remembrance of him that was made fleſh for 
them. And what is there in that, more than in 
what our author has very frequently ſaid, of diſ- 


tinguiſhing between eating bread, and drinking 


wine, in 4 religious, and in an ordinary man- 
ner? From the minute the elements were de- 
lign'd by the congregation to be us'd at the 
communion, they were, according to the Re- 
mar tter's own notion of conſecration before taken 
notice of, SET APART for a religious uſe, 


whether there was any prayer made over them, 


or not. And I will aſk the Remarker whether 
he wil! undertake to prove, that a ſociety of 
chriſtians agreeing to meet together, and eas 
bread and drink wine in remembrance of Chriſt, 
would not be, to all intents and purpoſes, a 
true communion, even if, thro* incapacity, or 
for want of lcifure; as is a very ſuppoſable cir- 
cumſtance in times of perſecution; they had 
no prayer or thankſgiving over it ? If he will 
allow this, I preſume he needs not to be told that 
then the euchariſtica! prayer is not ESSEN. 
TIAL to the communion. 

And if this be true, even tho* the chriſtians 
in Juſtin Martyr's time might think the ele- 
ments * were only £01194 bread and wine, till 
the euchariſtical prayer was ſaid over them 3? 
ic will only prove, that they began, very early, 
to introduce cuſtomes of their own into their re- 
ligious offices; without any 2xpr warrant from 
icripture. And this 'tis manifeſt they did, by 
mixing water with their wine, which cannot be 
prov'd from the New Jeſtament, to be an eſ- 
tential part of the original inſtitcution. 

As for what he ſays of St. Paul's r the 
cup, the "TP * bleſſing, which we bleſs , It! —_ 


of the Plain Account, Cc. 33 


cannot add any thing to what our author has 
ſaid of it in his Appendix, p. 185; to which I 
refer my 'readers. To do ſo would be quite 
unneceſſary, unleſs the Remarker had made par- 
ticular objections to his interpretation; which 
if he had done, I would have either acknow- 
ledged the force of what he had faid, or have 
clear'd it up, as it ſhould have appear'd. 
He now proceeds to object to our author's 
interpretation of not diſcerning the Lords body, 
which St. Paul charges the Corinthians with 
1 Cor. xi. ver. 29: And which is ſaid in he 
Plain Account to mean © not conſidering this 
* bread as the memorial of his body; not mak- 
ing a ſufficient difference hetween this bread, 
* eaten at the Lord's Supper in memory of him, 
* and a common meal even intemperately tak- 
* en, p. 67.“ And the Remarker adds another 
paſſage or two, in which the examination requir'd 
in the ſame chapter is ſaid to be only the com- 
municant's enquiring, whether he comes to 
it, and will behave himſelf at it, not as a 
* common meal, but as a particular rite ap- 
pointed by Chriſt*. From whence he inters, 
Ur author thinks the Corinthians look*d 1pon the 
Lord's Supper as a common meal. Burt it does 
by no means appear to be his meaning, that, 
when they attended to the deſign of the inſti- 
tution, they look'd upon it ix their judgments to 
be lo before they came ; tho? their behaviour at 
it was as indecent, as if they really did. The truth 
of the caſe was, the offenders in this point, had 
drown'd their thoughts by intemperance ; ſo 
that they were not able TO DISCERN, or 
liltinguiſn, in that condition; between a veligi- 
ous, and a common feaſt. And, as I have before 
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prov'd the whole of this paſſage of St, Paul to 
relate ONLY to the rich, at their feaſts, di- 
viding from the poor, into parties for riot and 
exceſs ; the moſt natural interpretation of the 
word Aexyaatiry ſeems to be, that every one 
ſhould guard againſt ſuch ill behaviour, And this 
I am the rather inclin'd to believe, as the exami- 
nation requir*d by the apoſtle, was not to be made 
before communicating but at the time; as is evi- 
dent from what he adds, and SO (Srac) in that 
manner, let him eat, &c. It is therefore to no pur- 
poſe to confute the opinions of men who have lei- 
{ure to invent ingenious and plauſible interpreta- 
tions, by which the moſt plain and obvious things 
are often clouded, and quite hid; for when once 
we have got the true meaning, we may be ſure 

the reſt, however ſubtle, muſt be falſe. 
From our author's having, faid, that in com- 
municating after the form of the church of Eng- 
land, if a perſon be ſerious and in earneſt, it 
is unpracticable to eat and drink unworthily,? 
P. 100, the Remarker aſks it it was not equally 
impracticable in the church of Corinth? The 
reaſon given for what is ſaid in the Plain Ac- 
count is, that the miniſter puts every one in 
mind of the deſign of the inſtitution at the in- 
ſtant of delivering the elements * ; and the truth, 
or falſhood of this notion will therefore depend 
on the truth or falſhood of the account he has 
already given of worthy receiving. What form 
was us'd in the church of Corinib to keep up 
the attention of the people, no one, I believe, 
can tel]: But if ſome of the Corinthians did not 
actually receive unworth:ly, the apoſtle has cen- 
ſured them too ſeverely. And whatever reaſon 
the Remarker has to conclude that *rwas no lets 
* zmpracticable for them to GO TO this ordi- 
* Nance 

Plain Account, p. 119. 


of the PLAin Account, C. 35 


© nance as to an ordinary eating and drinking, 
© than for chriſtians now * ; * this is plain from the 
apoſtle's authority, that they did do ſo. - How- 
ever the Remarker has here again confounded 
the queſtion, which 1s not, with what views 
they might meet togetber ; but how they be- 
hav'd AT the communion. The Corinthians 
might aſſemble, with very Hhoneſt views to cele- 
brate the body and blood of Chriſt, and yet 
be corrupted before the celebration, to the degree 
already mention'd. And, on the contrary, chriſ- 
Lians may now come to it in a negligent man- 
ner, and yet be rous'd into attention by the 
exhortation ſpoken by the miniſter, 

Whether the diviſions of the rich Corinthians 
from the poor, in their /ove feats, were owing, as 
the Remarker ſays , to the faite doctrine of the 
Judaixing teachers, or not; it will by no means 
excuſe their miſbehaviour. But theſe diviſions 
do not appear to be owing to any ſuch teachers; 
tor tho' they had led the people aſide in ſome 
things, there is no mention of them in this, or 
ſeveral chapters before: Nor dots their il] con- 
duct ſeem to proceed from any principis natu- 
rally inducing them to ir, but from mere want 
of diſcernment. However I cannot help remarking 
a very odd poſition of this Second Letter, that 
thetr intemperance proceeded from their © think - 
* ing it a religious entertainment, and was in 
* honour of the feſtival.” To prove which 
there are ſeveral quotations brought: And indeed 
they may prove, that the Jets had oftentimes a 
bus'd the feſtivals of 7heir religion in as ſcandal- 
aus a manner as the Corinthians did that feſtival 
chen. But there is one quotation from Maimo- 
aides which carries with it a great air of impro- 

E 2 badility; 
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bability ; namely, that at the paſſover © all, men, 
* women, and CHILDREN, were oblig'd to 
drink a quantity of wine, which by the loweſt 
© computation was a quart and half a pint of 
© our meaſure.* Every man may conſider what 
effect ſuch a quantity of wine, or mixed liquor, 
would have upon women and children. But 
whatever becomes of the cuſtom, it was a ſcan- 
dalous abuſe of religion; and I would be loth to 
think it could be ſuppos'd innocent by the graver 
part, at leaſt, of that people. It is contrary to 
all the plain and obvious laws of nature; and 
therefore however the Corinthians might practiſe, 
cannot think, they could ever be taught it as 
a hrinciple, that drunkenneſs, was on any occaſion, 
a duty of the religion of Chriſt, or could in any 
degree be an honour to it. 

That theſe love feaſts were not divine inſtitu- 
tions, is manifeſt from there being no precept in 
the New Teſt amen enjoining them. They were 
only voluntary cuſtoms, originally well-deſign- 
ed, and, decently and properly manag'd, they 
might nave had a good effect, to promote real 
charity; to cheriſh and comfort the poor, and 
keep up a mutual acquaintance among the chr: - 
ſtians, Wo ail, both rich and poor, laboured 
under the {ame difficulties on account of their re- 
ligion: But the great abules committed at them. 
were reaſons in common prudence for aboliſhing 
them, and therefore we find ſeveral councils, 
ig. Of Laodicea, Carthage, Orleance, Trullo, 
&c. mace decrees againſt them; and at lengch, 
tho* it is not eaſy to fix the particular time when, 
they were univerlally laid aſide. The Remarker 
lays, our authyr is of opinion, that St. Pau 
Cant, by the paſſages already commented upon, 
iD ptrlunde the Co iathiaus to do fo in his time; 

on 
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on the contrary, he © cannot perceive the leaſt 
hint of it *; but rather thinks the following 
« words fully imply'd, they were ſtil] to keep 
them up, Yherefore my brethren when ye come 
© together to eat, larry one for another; and if 
any man hunger let him eat at home, that ye 


come not together unto condemnation,” I is plain 


that he greatly miſunderſtands ? Plain Account 
in this particular, where it is not ſaid, exprefly, 
the apoſtle perſuaded them to leave off thoſe 
feaſts; but only that they ſhould RAT HER 
leave them off, than go on in ſo indecent and 
inexcuſable behaviour, at a time, and in pla- 
ces when, and where, they met together as 
chriſtian brethren for the purpoſes of their holy 
religion.“ As they were not divine inſtitu- 
tions, this would have been reaſonable advice for 
any one to give; and accordingly we find *twas 
often given, in the fame circumſtances, by the 
counciis already mentioned, But the reaſon the 
Remarker urges why St. Paul would have them 
kept up is very extraordinary; becauſe he 
directs them, if any man hunger, to EAT AL 
HOME. This is not very utual before a feaſt; 
and ſuch advice would, Iam afraid, have been 
thought unbecoming the gravity of an apoſtle. 
Lt would nor give this gentleman an opportunity 
of complaining of my triumphs of wit ©? any 
more; and therefore will not venture on any 
farther obſervations on this reafoning. 

I paſs on therefore to examine into the next 
particular, namely, the unreafonable value he 
ſays the Fudaizing teachers ſet on the Lord's Sup- 
per, calling it /p:ritral food ; and teaching the Co- 
viuthians to truſt roo much to it, and to baptiim, 

as 
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as ſpiritual privileges; which, whatever was their 
moral behaviour, would entitle them to the fa- 
vour of God: Upon which account the apo- 
« {tle warns them againſt truſting to them, lay ing 
before them the example of the Fews who pe- 

© riſhed in the Wilderneſs. 1 Cor. x. ver. f, 
« &c.** By what, even the moſt remote, con- 
nection, this paſſage is brought into this debate, 
I cannot imagine. And, I believe, when I have , 
explain*d it, my readers will be of opinion, that 
I need not take the leaſt notice of his reaſoning E 
upon it, ſo foreign to its genuine meaning. 
Moreover, brethren, I would not that ye ſhould 
be ignorant how that all our fathers were under 
tbe cloud, and all paſſed thro“ the ſea, and were 
all baptiſed unto Moles in the cloud, and in the 
fea: And did all eat the ſame ſpiritual meat, and 
did all drink the ſame ſpiritual drink: (For they 
drank of that ſpiritual rock that followed them, 
and that rock was Chriſt.) But with many of 
them God was not well pleaſed ; for they were o- 
verthrown in the wilderneſs. Now theſe things 
tere our examples, lo the intent, &c. The whole 
of this paſſage is only an exhortation to chriſti- 
| ans, not to fall into idolatry, c. from the ex- 
it ample of the Jews, who ſuffer'd ſuch grievous 
I! and terrible puniſhments, on that account. The 
l; fault of the Fews did not conſiſt in ſetting 790 
great a value on their ſpiritual privileges, as the 
N Kemarker ſuppoſes, but in undervaluing them; 
{ and in their ingratitude to that being who thus E 
1 diſtinguiſh'd them; murmuring againſt him in 1 
1 the wilderneſs, and running after ſtrange Gods. 85 
We The like fault chriſtians would be guilty of, and 
ſuffer like puniſhments, if they, who were alfo 
very highly favour'd of God, ſhould fall into 
any 
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any degree of idolatry ; knowingly, and pub- 
lickly, in the face of the Gentiles round them, 
eating things offer'd to idols: For the things which 
the Gentiles ſacrifice, they ſacrifice to devils not to 
God; and therefore if they joined in ſuch ſacri- 
fices, they forfeited the privileges of chriſtians ; 
for they could not drink the cup of the Lord, and 
be cup of devils: They could not he partakers of 
the Lords table, and the table of Devils, ver. 
20, 21. 

What is here more than a plain, tho? ſtrong, 
warning not to be guilty of idolatry, &c. pro- 
vo king the Lord to jealouſy, ver. 22. as the Jews 
fo frequently did? The apoſtle's ſaying, they eat 
{piritual meat, and drank ſpiritual drink, does not 
ſignify that the rites of their RELIGION were of © 
the ſame nature with, or had the leaſt alluſion 
to, or were typical of the rites of the chriſtian 
religion; but is only a uſt relation of the man- 
na with which they were fed in the wilderneſs 3 

and the water they drank, miraculouſly flowing 
out of a rock. They are called ſpiritual, be- 
cauſe they were out of the common courſe of 
aaturez given them from heaven, by a miracle 
wrought by the angel (which was Chriſt, ver. 4.) 
that went with them, conducting them thro? the 
wilderneſs, 

This will appear, beyond all diſpute, by 
ſhewing that the word /pritual is frequently 
made uſe of in ſcripture to ſignify ſupernatural, 
or heavenly, i. e. from heaven. In chap. xv. of 
this very epiſtle, the apoſtle, {peaking of the ſpi- 
ritual body with which we ſhall be rais'd at the 
lait day, explains it thus, ver. 44, There is à na- 
tural body and ther: is a ſpirtitual body (Ewa 
Tvwjealuoy) And fo it is written, the firit man 
Adam was made a living fou! , the laſt Adam 

Was 
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was made a quickening SPIRIT. Howbeit, that 
das not firſ® which is ſpiritual, but that which 
is natural : Afterwards that which was ſpiritual. 
The firſt man is of the earth, earthy , the ſecond 
man 15 the Lord FROM HEAVEN. Agreeably 
to which he calls the ſpiritual body, we are to 
rife with, a heavenly body, ver. 49. For as we 
have born the image of the earthy, fo ſhall we 

9000 bear the image of the HEAVENLY (rd 
ir&egvis.) In like manner the natural ſupplying 
the Jets in the wilderneſs, with mana, Ex. xv1. 
and with water out of a rock, chap. xvii z which 
the apoſtle calls /pirizual meat and drink; be- 
ing mention'd, P/ad. Ixxvitz and the A 
ungrateful murtnut ing, and falling into idolatry 
deſcribꝰ d; together with the puniſhments in- 
Hicted on them for both: What the apoſtle calls 
ſpiritual meat, Bea r tzov, is there call'd 

bread from heaven (aploy 82gys in the Septua- 
gint, ) ver. 24. 

The Remarker Jays a particular ſtreſs on 
ver. 6, Now theje things were OUR EXAM- 
PLES: But ſure, it cannot mean that the 
whole of what is related; their eating, and their 
rebellion, and their prmfhment, were contriv'd 
by providence, tor ur example; fo that the 
{piritual meat and driok may be call'd 5 pe. 
of the bread and wine in our communion; and 
the Jetes in the wilderneſs were excited to rebel, 
and puniſh'd tor rebelling, purely to deter US 
trom the fame crime: But it means, that their 
puniſhments were defign'd, as thoſe of all 
good governments are, to det ter others from the 
like offences; and fo indeed they are OUR ex- 
amples among che reſt. Therelore the apoſtle 
mentions che lame ting more particularly and 
exprefly, ver. 11, New 2, thefe things happen'd 
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unto them for examples; or as it might have 
been render'd, all theſe things came to paſs, 
as examples to them; for their uſe principally, 
Tara I; nravre Tor oviiCaivoy 'EKEINOIS: 
And the hiſtory of it, not the things themſelves, 
is written (iyegpy in the ſingular) 10 put us in 
mind of the puniſhment due to idolatry. And 
this I imagine is the more evident, for as much 
as tho' the word ruros here made uſe of, and 
tranſlated example, is us*d in the New Teſtament, 
for any publick example; and has, by the com- 
mon fate of words, been made to ſignify, cha- 
ratters, and figures, nay even impreſſions by which 
any thing is preſerv'd ;, yet by its derivation 
from the word Ty71 it feems originally to have 
meant only an example of puniſhment. But I 
would not build any argument on this; I only 
offer it as a conjecture, 

Certainly therefore there is no immediate con- 
nection between the Fews cating manna in the 


wilderneſs, and the Corinthians eating bread and 


wine in remembrance of Chriſt. And whereas 
the apoſtle ſays, the Fews eat THE SAME 
{ſpiritual bread, Sc. it cannot ſignify the ſame 
with the bread in the euchariſt ; becauſe there 
is no mention made of the euchariſt before, to 
connect it with; but it begins quite a new period, 
and means only that the Jews in the wilderneſs 
All eat equally of the fame mannd. 

It only remains, that I take notice of what he 
adds concerning the doctrine of original fin, be- 
ing plainly intimated in the three firſt petitions 
of the Lord's prayer, and in the ſervice of the 
church. He ſays, it is * plainly intimated in the 
three firit petitions of the Lord's prayer. 
* Whence comes it that the name of God has 
been unhallow'd, that chere has been a-general 
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revolt from his government, and another 
kingdom ſet up in the world? Whence does 
it proceed that the will of God is not fo uni- 
verſally done here on earth, as it is in hea- 
ven? For my part I have always imputed it 
to the fall of Adam, and the corruption of 
our nature thence enſuing *.* If the Remar ter 
is ſerious in what he ſays, and will ſhow to what 
prior corruption of Adam's nature his fall was 
owing, I promiſe him a ſerious reply to this 
reaſoning. Till then, tho' for my own part I fee! 
the corruptions of nature, ] can by no means 
think it at all intimated in the Lord's prayer; 
nor that the wickedneſs of the world is THERE 


. 


imputed to any thing but the ſame voluntary 
conſent by which Adam fell. 1 will not ſuppoſe 
the Remarker takes it amiſs that © I repreſented 


him,“ as he ſays, to have no greater reverence 
for the Lord's prayer than for the ſervice of 
the church *. However wel] compos'd the ſer- 
vice of the church is, I preſume no chriſtian 
will be ſo hardy as to ſay, any of the collects 
are equal to the Lord's prayer. But I will ven- 
ture ſtill to affirm, that there is not in the DAI- 
© LY ſervice one ſyllable of the original taint, 


or natural byaſs to evil:* And tho? he has pro- 


duc'd ſome of the collecis, where, according to 
certain Aen. of divinity, it may ſeem to be in- 
timated; * yer I believe thoſe who do not hold 
the common doctrine of original fin, would not 
heſitate to join in them, as confeſſing to God 
the ſins whereby WE OURSELVES have cor- 
rupted our nature. But ſuppoſing them to mean 
original fin, in any ſenſe whatfoever ; 'tis plain 
the compilers of our liturgy did not think it ab- 
ſolutely neceſſary to confeſs it to Almighty God; 
tor 
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for by the Remarker*s own account it is done but 

four times in the year ; whereas if they thought 
it neceſſary, they ſhould have done it every day. 
But This they do not; for tho' we ſay, we 
have follow'd the devices and deſires of our own 
Hearts; and that here is no health in us; theſe 
expreſſions no more imply, that the devices 
and deſires of our hearts were originally evil, 
than that a murderer had a defire to kill from 
his childbood; or than that a ſick man was Born 
with a bad conſtitution, and was never well. 

What the Remarker had ſaid againſt the prayers 
of our author in his Firſt Letter, | have taken 
ſufficient notice of in my former Defence ; and 
as he has added nothing new in his Second (for 
the note at the end has not the leaſt ſhow of any 
thing, but mere infolence) 'tis to no purpoſe 
to trouble my readers with a repetition of the 
fame things. I ſhall only therefore add, that as 
our author concludes all his prayers with the 
Lord's prayer; *twould be unſufferable want of 
charity, not to ſuppoſe him ro acknowledge, 
and to petition againſt, every thing that is con- 
tain'd in, or may reaſonably be inferr*d from 
that prayer: And *tis very ſurprizing this a- 
cute writer who can ſpie original fin in it on 
other occaſions, ſhould be at a loſs to find it 
equally, when us'd by our author ! 

Perſonal recriminations, however ſerious they 
may appear to authors themſelves, are of no im- 
portance to their readers. Iwill not therefore 
trouble them with any oblervations on the con- 
tempt with which this writer has treated me. 
Many of his expreſſions of it are too coarſe to 
reply to: But as he ſeems to have the ſame 
contempt for all who do not give into the 
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_ © notions in his remarks*, it may be for his good, 
if he will make a proper and obvious reflection 
on the following ſtory. A young fellow, who 
had a very good opinion of himſclt, and deſpis'd 
every body elſe without the leaft reſerve, was 
advis'd by ſome friends to be more cautious; 
And among other arguments they us'd to per- 
ſuade him to be fo, they told him it made peo- 
ple laugh at hima No matter, ſays the ſmart 
youth, I am even with them: I laugh at every 
man that laughs ai me. Do you ſo? Says a grave 
old gentleman that was by, ther I muſt tel! you, 
Sir, you are the merrieſt man in England. 


. 
HGecond Letter, p. 53, 54. 
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